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I think I do understand your position with regard to not wanting to get 
Involved In arguments, but think that your use of the modifier "little" 

Is not too appropriate. You did present a memo which contained a state- 
ment of your views and which theoretically might either be published or 
shown to others. It contained some big conclusions about big things In 
the case, which were both questionable in our eyes and of possible poli- 
tical consequence^. The discussion of these things Inevitably led to 
the multifaceted details of this case, and a great many of them at that. 
And thus many arguments on small details. But these are no different 
than the arguments and questions we raised concerning the WR. In fact, 
you yourself raised many of this sort and often did microanalyses. My 
negative reaction to such arguments Is simply that they deal with "old." 
material and are thus not as interesting as probing new areas and (hope- 
fully) making new discoveries. And, let's face it, arguments are no 
fun no matter what type they are. Even with the little time I have I 
am Interested In looking at some of those new arohlves documents. I guess 
this thing will always be a bit in my blood. My own dislike of argu#ing 
the "old" facts Is most likely the reason I just never finished my memo 
on the headhlt or those other old pieces of work I did and never have 
written up. I have promised oountless memos that I have never managed 
to do. I guess much of the interest was In the doing (i.e. my Dallas 
Interviews) rather than the writing It all down. 

On Llfton, I offered time and time again to help him polish any 
manuscript, and when he didn't trust me suggested you, Sylvia, and Mary, 

I said from the beginning that all I wanted to do was help because I 
felt we owed that to each other. (Federal agencies worked together 
better than we have.) My feelings afterward weee these: 1. I was ex- 
haafefe&d### Brom being attacked and scrutinized and defending myself In 
Incredibly trivial arguments 2. I had not been able to hel#p because 
of Dave's distrust and excessive attempts to impress me as to what he 
had, plus attempts to pump me for Harold's stuff I bad aided him In 

his avoidance of getting the book done Just by being In touch, giving 
him archives documents, eto. (he said that the book was done years ago, 
promised It to Vince with absolute proof prior to the Democratic Con- 
vention of 1967, and then countless other times. Including ones In 
which I had to send things airmail In order to beat publication date- 
lines) For all of his work, full time, and not having school or occu- 
pation, he has produced almost nothing (according to Mary who has seen 
It) save for one or two items which he has held in secret for years 
but has amassed an Incredible storehouse of everyone else's work. This 
would be OK with me except I don't think he's ever going to publish in 
#our lifetime and we are going to miss out on his one or two gems whloh 
I understand are really significant. I can emphatilze with his desires 
to be rich and famous (he has stated them directly to me) and others) 
and wouldn't deny him that, but just wish he'd hurry, "living him more 
stuff Just aids the delay. 

Your statement as to what our work has accomplished I agree with. 
And, you are perceptive In your statements about my feelings about Lane 
and Garrison. Garrison I excused becasse I had been led to b&lleve that 
he had a case and figured that only an unusual person would be on our 
side against those odds anyway. He was the greatest frustration In a 
sense. Epstein, Lane, Turner (who I think I was angry about before any- 
one — I think that Hal thought I was a nut qhen I first questioned his 
stuff) and even Llfton' s paper mache grassy knoll have been a great 
source of frustration. But my speaking on tills has been very rewarding 
In terms of friendships and converts, many of whom are now actively 
working for othur good causes (l.e. Dean of the Mitchell School of Law 
Is now challenging the Mpls Bar Assoc). 

Well, tils has gotten long-winded. Whether It be physics or the 
case or Jazz, It sounds like you're doing what you wnjoy. I'm similarly 


